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Ethical Leadership in Social Enterprises: Multilevel Investigation of its Influence on 
Team and Individual Prosocial Voice 
by 
Tang Pok Man 
Master of Philosophy 
This research paper seeks to draw on social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) as 
an overarching framework to examine how unit managers’ ethical leadership style 
affects the team and individual prosocial voice behaviors in the context of social 
enterprises in Hong Kong.  
Ethical leadership has been found to be conducive to both desirable team and 
individual employee behaviors. However, scholarly understanding of the multi-level 
effects of ethical leadership and the underlying mechanisms involved is rather limited. 
Moreover, previous research has directed attention almost exclusively to the influence 
of ethical leadership in the context of commercial organizations. This narrow stance 
has curiously left open the question of whether ethical leadership can profoundly and 
uniquely induce prosocial and desirable outcomes among employees in typical hybrid 
organizations, such as social enterprises.  
I first conducted 20 semi-structured interviews among employees, unit 
mangers, and senior executives from 29 social enterprises in Hong Kong to obtain the 
field illustrations of ethical leadership. Then, I proceeded to collect multi-level, multi-
wave, and multi-sources data from employees, unit mangers, and senior executives 
(i.e., three sources) of 59 teams from the participating social enterprises across three 
points of times.  
Findings of both the qualitative and quantitative study confirmed the positive 
role of ethical leadership in social enterprises. More specifically, this study 
demonstrated that ethical leadership is vital for encouraging the team and individual 
to voice out their concerns and opinions through different motivational mechanisms. 
Team initiative climate mediated the relationships between team ethical leadership and 
both team and individual prosocial voice; individual prosocial motivation mediated the 
relationships between team ethical leadership and individual prosocial voice; team 
initiative climate mediated the relationships between team ethical leadership and 
individual prosocial motivation; and finally, individual prosocial motivation mediated 
the relationships between team initiative climate and individual prosocial voice. 
Theoretical and practical implications are discussed.  
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The recent high-impact ethical scandal in commercial organizations have 
aroused grave public concerns and led to hot debate on the issue of cultivating ethical 
leaders among the society (e.g., Eisenbeiss, 2012). The widespread and far-reaching 
consequences of these ethical lapses has resulted in a series of calls for increasing 
efforts in demonstrating ethical governance across multiple organizational hierarchies 
(Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, Bardes, & Salvador, 2009). An expanded inquiry has 
been posted to address these serious concerns in other specific context, such as 
mission-driven organizations. For example, governments have established ethical 
regulations (c.f., Huang & Paterson, 2014); military units have been advocated to 
foster team ethical leadership (Zheng, Witt, Waite, David, Van Driel, McDonald, 
Callison & Crepeau, 2015).  
Despite the importance of this issue, the role of ethical governance has not been 
explored in the context of hybrid organizations (i.e., a middle body of commercial and 
mission-driven organizations) so far. This remains a significant and meaningful 
research agenda for organizational researchers. Morality has become an essential topic 
in organizational research recently (e.g., Trevino, Weaver, & Reynolds, 2006), and 
“much of this recent work focuses…on perceived ethical leader behavior in the 
workplace” (See Den Hartog, 2015: 410 for a review). This stream of research has 
contributed substantially explicating the positive influence of ethical leadership in both 
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commercial and non-commercial context. In spite of the calls for research of studying 
managerial morality in mission-driven organizations, such as social enterprises (Smith, 
Gonin, & Besharov, 2013), no systematic efforts have been made to study the 
potentially beneficial role of team ethical leadership in this form of typical hybrid 
organizations (social enterprise is one of the most representative forms of hybrid 
organizations, please see Smith, Gonin, & Besharov, 2013 for a review).  
Previous voice research has mainly focused on identifying prominent 
individual mechanisms to explain the effect of predictors on prosocial voice behavior, 
such as individual psychological attachment (Burris, Detert, & Chiaburu, 2008), 
emotional labour strategies (Grant, 2013), perceived efficacy and risk (Wei, Zhang, & 
Chen, 2015), and voice role conceptualization (Tangirala, Kamdar, Venkataramani, & 
Parke, 2013). However, the research to disclose the team processes and mechanism on 
team prosocial voice behavior remains sparse. Referring to research of other change-
oriented behavior, such as creativity, scholars have started exploring the multilevel 
mechanisms and antecedents leading to this focal outcome (e.g., Chen, Farh, Campell-
Bush, Wu, & Wu, 2013; Yoshida, Sendjaya, Hirst, & Cooper, 2014). Yet, this direction 
of research has been omitted in the literature of another important change-oriented 
behavior, prosocial voice behavior. This research, therefore, takes a pioneering role in 
concurrently address the multilevel influence of team ethical leadership on both team 
and individual prosocial voice behavior, via differentiated mechanisms in the 
aforementioned context.  
Contributions 
The current multilevel quantitative and qualitative research advances the 
ethical leadership literature in three main aspects. First, this research responds to the 
recent call for more research on the multilevel effect of ethical leadership on multilevel 
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mechanisms and consequences (e.g., Huang & Paterson, 2014; Mo & Shi, 2015). By 
doing so, it adds to our fundamental understanding of how team ethical leaders 
influences different team and individual processes, and subsequently, lead to the same 
change-oriented prosocial outcome (i.e., prosocial behavior) at two distinct levels. 
More particularly, I aim to disclose the black box regarding the multilevel motivational 
mechanisms of ethical leadership in an integrative manner. Second, this research offers 
an integrative and novel framework that simultaneously reveals the motivational 
mechanisms at both team and individual levels, which transmit the influence of team 
ethical leadership to prosocial outcomes. It is somewhat surprising that ethical 
leadership research, up to date, has not specifically examined any motivational 
mechanisms to explicate its influence. By disclosing the team level and individual 
motivational mechanism of ethical leadership in this prosocial context, this 
investigation significantly contributes to ethical leadership research by augmenting the 
understanding of the inherently prosocial and motivational nature of ethical leadership 
(e.g., Brown & Treviño, 2006). Third, it has been widely acknowledged that ethical 
leadership has become a rapidly expanding area of inquiry in commercial context, 
given the emergence of various corporate scandals (Treviño, Weaver, & Reynolds, 
2006). However, the role of ethical leadership has also been proven to be increasingly 
important in mission-driven units. For example, Zheng, Witt, Waite, David, Van Driel, 
McDonald, Callison & Crepeau’s (2015) latest study has highlighted that ethical 
leadership is particularly influential in prosocial context which is driven by a special 
prosocial mission. However, no research attempt has been made to investigate the role 
of ethical leadership in the context of hybrid organizations (e.g., social enterprises), 
which has been contended to be equipped with both the characteristics of a commercial 
organization and a mission-driven organization (Doherty, Haugh, & Lyon, 2014). This 
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leaves a unique research question remains opened: Is ethical leadership important in 
hybrid organizations? What kind of role does this leadership style play in this specific 
context? This research meaningfully responds to these research questions through 
conducting both a qualitative and a quantitative study. 
Structure of thesis 
This thesis consists of five chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the study’s 
background. Chapter 2 provides a comprehensive literature review on the theoretical 
frameworks of ethical leadership, past research of ethical leadership and the context of 
the current study. Major contributions and gaps are introduced in this chapter as well. 
Chapter 3 develops justifications for the hypotheses. Chapter 4 describes the 
methodology of the qualitative and quantitative studies. Lastly, Chapter 5 summarizes 
the theoretical and practical implications, strengths and limitations and future research 




















Ethical leadership entails “the demonstration of normatively appropriate 
conduct through personal actions and interpersonal relationships, and the promotion 
of such conduct to followers through two-way communication, reinforcement and 
decision-making” (Brown, Trevino, & Harrison, 2005: 20). This conceptualization 
originates from Treviño, Brown, and Hartman’s (2003) work in developing a dual-
pillar approach to ethical leadership, which posits that an ethical leader is a moral 
person, characterized by the possession of moral attributes, such as fairness, honesty 
and trustworthiness. Beyond that, ethical leaders proactively manage the ethicality of 
the workplace by actively communicating ethical expectations to followers, using 
rewards and punishment tactics to convey ethical messages. Meanwhile, they make 
principled, fair, and transparent decisions by primarily considering the best interest of 
their followers, organization, and even society more broadly. These characteristics 
define what has been termed moral manager (Brown & Treviño, 2006; Treviño et al., 
2003), which has been described as a new wave within leadership research (Babalola, 
Stouten, & Euwema, 2015).  
Scholars divide the existing pool of ethical leadership research into two 
different categories, namely normative approach and social scientific approach 
(Brown & Treviño, 2006; Eisenbeiss, 2012). Theorists pursuing the former approach 
mainly investigate the key elements of ethical leadership from a ‘normative point of 
view’ (on a theoretical basis). For example, Ciulla (1995) construed rights and dignity 
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of others as essential aspects of ethical leadership. Illuminating on the aspects of 
altruism and virtuous behaviors, Kanugo and Mendoca (1998) emphasized that ethical 
leaders should take morally responsible actions to benefit others.  More recently, 
Lawton and Paez (2014) theoretically suggested three interlocking blocks of ethical 
leadership, which are virtues, purpose and practices. As a matter of fact, most of the 
existing ethical leadership research focused on the social scientific approach of this 
leadership behavior (Brown & Treviño, 2006) after Brown, Trevino, & Harrison (2005) 
developed the ethical leadership scale (ELS). As Brown and Treviño (2006) noted, 
social scientific theories, such as social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), have served 
as a strong bridge in connecting ethics and leadership that describes the influences of 
ethical leadership and its consequences. 
Reviewing the established theoretical perspectives for explaining the effects of 
ethical leadership 
In the extant literature of ethical leadership, three prominent theoretical lens 
have been proposed (Brown and Mitchell, 2010) to delineate the influence of ethical 
leadership: social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), social exchange theory (Blau, 
1964), and social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978). Among these theoretical perspectives, 
social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) is the most established framework to explicate 
the effect of ethical leadership (e.g., Brown & Treviño, 2006, 2014). In the seminal 
work of the social scientific investigation of ethical leadership, Brown, Treviño, & 
Harrison (2005) posited that ethical leadership is about social influence (c.f., Yukl & 
Van Fleet, 1992). They noted that  
“A social learning perspective on ethical leadership proposes that leaders 
influence the ethical conduct of followers via modeling… According to Bandura (1986) 
virtually anything that can be learned via direct experience can also be learned by 
7 
 
vicarious experience, via observing others’ behavior and its consequences. This 
process seems particularly important when the behavioral target is ethical conduct in 
organizations.” (p. 119).  
According to the views of these proponents, social learning theory (Bandura, 
1977) provides a critical theoretical account for elucidating the social (i.e., moral 
person influence) and formal influence (i.e., moral manager influence) of ethical 
leadership on followers’ consequences. On the basis of this established theory, their 
pioneering work on ethical leadership (Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 2005; Brown & 
Treviño, 2006), as mentioned previously, developed two major cornerstones for this 
leadership style: Moral person and Moral manager. While moral person (i.e., ethical 
attributes and behavior of the leader) has been characterized as the observational and 
role modeling components embedded in the social learning process, moral manager 
(i.e., utilization of formal rewards and punishments system to establish ethical norm 
by the leader) represents the vicarious learning process as depicted in the social 
learning process (Bandura, 1977, 1986; Brown & Treviño, 2006). 
In the following, I will describe how researchers have a) heavily anchored on 
social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) to disentangle “why” and “how” ethical leaders 
influence their employees (e.g., Babalola et al., 2015; Bouckenooghe, Zafar, & Raja, 
2014; Newman, Kiazad, Miao, & Cooper, 2014; Steinbauer, Renn, Taylor, & Njoroge, 
2014) 
Social Learning Theory 
In their seminal work, Brown & Treviño (2006) asserted that social learning 
theory (Bandura, 1977) is instrumental in disentangling ‘‘why’’ and ‘‘how’’ ethical 
leaders influence their employees. Until lately, social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) 
remains the most widely applied theoretical underpinning in the ethical leadership 
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literature (e.g. Bouckenooghe et al., 2014; Babalola et al., 2015; Kacmar et al., 2013; 
Mo & Shi, 2015; Newman, Allen, Miao, Cornelius, & Garavan, 2015). Social learning 
theory postulates that ethical leaders exert their influence via role modeling process 
(Bandura, 1977, 1986). That is, employees replicate and model the same ethical 
behavior of ethical leader through the process of observation, emulation and 
replication as they perceived ethical leaders as credible, attractive and legitimate 
source of morally acceptable conduct. Ethical leaders are attractive and credible role 
models as they consistently demonstrate normatively appropriate behaviors (Brown et 
al., 2005; Brown & Treviño, 2006). Beyond the traditional normatively ethical acts, 
such as being trustworthy, and making transparent decision and treat employees in a 
respectful manner, Resick et al. (2013) complemented that ethical leaders are credible 
in the ways that they ‘‘convey prosocial motivation’’ to followers by considering 
diversified voice and perspectives and treating others in a respectful manner (p. 7). 
After observing these normatively appropriate behaviors displayed by the moral 
exemplars, employees’ mental schemas are altered and in turn, they are cognitively 
oriented to perform these morally endorsed behaviors, instead of deleterious conduct 
(Liu et al., 2013). In addition to the role modeling process, vicarious learning also 
plays a pivotal role in the social learning process (Bandura, 1977, 1986). Rewards for 
morally praiseworthy behaviors and punishments for morally questionable behaviors 
constitute an important source of learning for individuals. As Treviño (1986) put in, 
surrounding individuals are salient source of ethics. Therefore, in order to behave 
consistently with their mental beliefs as a result of observation via social learning, 
employees take actions to ensure that their behavior resonates with acceptable ethical 
standard of their surroundings (Babalola et al., 2015; Festinger, 1962). 
Indeed, in the seminal work of ethical leadership, Brown & Treviño (2006) 
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proposed a theoretical framework on the basis of social learning theory (Bandura, 
1977), in a way that, ethical leadership could both promote prosocial behaviors and 
deter deviant outcomes. An array of scientific research, therefore, followed this 
theoretical guidance to explore the influence of ethical leadership in these two 
directions by means of conducting quantitative research. Predictably, through the role 
modeling and vicarious learning process (Bandura, 1977, 1986), employees 
sufficiently learn what is ‘moral and immoral’ and thereby, consciously refrain from 
engaging with specific deviant behaviors (for an exception, please see, Detert et al., 
2007) like bullying (Stouten et al., 2010), unethical behavior (Mayer et al., 2012) or 
some general deviant behaviors (Resick et al., 2013).  
Furthermore, employees under an ethical leader are expected to display various 
positive outcomes as a result of such social learning process. For example, social 
learning theory accounts for the demonstration of employee affiliative and challenging 
discretionary behaviors (i.e., please see Van Dyne & LePine, 1998, for such 
categorization of prosocial behaviors). To be specific, ethical leaders could promote 
affiliative behaviors like helping co-workers in accomplishing task-related goals via 
role modeling and observational processess (Kacmar et al., 2013; Kalshoven et al., 
2013; Newman, Allen, Miao, Cornelius, & Garavan, 2015) and other general forms of 
citizenships behaviors behavior (Ogunfowora, 2014b; Stouten et al., 2013; Yang et al., 
2015). More importantly, ethical leadership has been found to promote challenge-
oriented prosocial behavior like prosocial voice behavior during the process of social 
learning (e.g., Avey et al. 2012; Neubert, Wu, & Roberts, 2013). It has been argued 
that ethical leaders, “who demonstrates and communicates moral ideals for 
behavior…encourages a willingness to risk voicing improvements and changes to the 
status quo” (Neubert, Wu, & Roberts, 2013: 277). Since ethical leaders convey high 
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moral standards to employees, they encourage followers to emulate their behavior, “… 
to voice opinions and suggestions, not only about ethical matters but also about other 
work-related processes and experiences.” (Avey et al., 2012: 24). In addition to 
challenging voice behavior, ethical leadership was proven to promote other change-
oriented and proactive employee behavior, such as taking personal initiative in 
performing work tasks (Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012). It was argued that ethical 
leaders are appropriate role models of responsible behavior (De Hoogh & Den Hartog, 
2008) and engaging in initiative taking constitutes the emulation of such behavior (Den 
Hartog & Belschak, 2012). 
Besides, follower’s’ task performance, internal social capitals, moral 
judgments, turnover intention and their spousal family satisfaction are also some 
commonly identified outcomes resulting from ethical leadership under the social 
learning perspectives (Babalola et al., 2015; Liao et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2013; 
Pastoriza & Ariño, 2013; Steinbauer et al., 2014). In addition to the employee 
consequences, the major individual mechanisms that have been chosen to articulate 
the influence of ethical leadership on the basis of social learning theory (Bandura, 
1977), for example, are work engagement (Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012), 
psychological capital (Bouckenooghe, Zafar, Raja, 2014), goal congruence (Brown & 
Mitchell, 2010; Bouckenooghe, Zafar, Raja, 2014), social capital (Pastoriza & Arino, 
2013), state self-esteem (Babalola, Stouten, & Euwema, 2014), and psychological 
empowerment (Zhu, 2008). Whilst the major team mechanisms that have been applied 
with regard to this theory, for example, include team ethical climate and culture (Huang 
& Paterson, 2014; Mayer, Kuenzi, & Greenbaum, 2010).  
Although social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) remains the spotlight of this 
research, I would also review the two less established, yet emerging theoretical 
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perspectives in this pool of literature in the following.   
Social Exchange Theory 
In addition to social learning theory, social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and 
the concomitant norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) received tremendous attentions 
in the ethical leadership literature. Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) remains as a 
promising lynchpin in deciphering how an ethical leader influences followers’ 
behavioral patterns in the latest trend of ethical leadership research agenda (Chughtai, 
2014; Hansen et al., 2013; Neves & Story, 2015).  
Gouldner (1960) suggests that individuals feel obligated to reciprocate 
favorably with positive behaviors toward supervisor, colleagues or even the 
organization where obligations are engendered by a good deed or favor from an 
exchange partner. Building upon these principles, Blau (1964) differentiates 
transactional (exchange of resources) and socio-emotional exchange (fairness, trust 
and respect etc.). The later form of exchange has been mostly employed different 
researchers in explaining the influence of an ethical leader on employees’ attitudes and 
behavior (Hansen et al., 2013). As Brown & Treviño (2006) address, followers of 
ethical leaders are more likely to perceive themselves as being in a socio-emotional 
exchange relationship with their leaders based on the fair and ethical treatment they 
received from their leaders. Thus, these employees trust their ethical leaders and they 
reciprocate by enacting positive behaviors, such as helping (Karmar et al., 2013) and 
organizational citizenship behaviors (e.g., Newman et al., 2014), improving task 
performance (Bouckenooghe et al., 2014) and heightening their commitment toward 
their organization as well as supervisor (Hansen et al., 2013). Ng and Feldman (2014) 
meta-analytical research based on 101 ethical leadership papers empirically support 
these theorizing. The authors found that ‘‘the effects of ethical leadership go beyond 
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merely heightening worker’ sensitivity to ethical issues and standards; employees trust 
ethical leaders and display more positive job attitudes and greater job performance 
because of that heightened trust’’ (p. 8). As Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) averred, 
trust is one of the central tenets of a social exchange relationship. Thus, the 
aforementioned evidence resonates to the original assertion about why followers of 
ethical leaders tend to perceive themselves in a social exchange relationship with the 
superiors (Brown & Treviño, 2006). 
The most noteworthy individual mechanisms that replied on social exchange 
theory (Blau, 1964), for example, are trust (e.g., Chughtai, Byrne, & Flood, 2014; Ng 
& Feldman, 2015; Newman, Kiazad, Miao, & Cooper, 2014; Xu, Loi, & Ngo, 2014), 
organizational commitment (Neves & Story, 2015) and perceived organizational 
support (Loi, Lam, Ngo, & Cheong, 2015). The only one team mechanism that has 
applied this theory so far is organizational concerns (Mo & Shi, 2015).  
Social Identity Theory 
In contrast to social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) and social exchange 
theory (Blau, 1964), I find less, but proliferating numbers of empirical research 
applying social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978) to explicate the influence of ethical 
leaders (DeConinck, 2015; Ogunfowora, 2014a, 2014b; Yang & Liu, 2014). Brown 
and Mitchell (2010) call for future research on the investigation of the role of ethical 
leadership on followers’ personal and organizational identification. Based on Ashforth 
and Mael’s work (1989), they hold that employees are generally inclined to be 
associated with moral identities and engage in moral behavior to maintain such 
prestige. In complement to the social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) and social 
exchange theory (Blau, 1964), Zhu, He, Treviño, Chao & Wang (2015) suggests that 
ethical leaders can enhance greater identification with the leader or organization, 
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because ‘‘ethical leaders are thought to increase followers' feelings of trust in the 
organization, which provides favorable conditions for the development of 
organizational identification. Ethical leaders are also thought to increase followers' 
feelings of organizational respect and self-esteem, enhancing organizational 
identification’’ (p. 3). Similarly, ethical leaders play the role of moral agent of the 
organization and convey organizational-focused values and goals in an ethical manner 
(Loi et al., 2012; Van gils, Van Quaquebeke, Van Knippenberg, Van Dijke, & De 
Cremer, 2015). Several studies highlight some relevant evidence to support this notion. 
For example, people identify more with a group and an organization, because the key 
figure of the identity (i.e., ethical leader) is trustworthy, cooperation-oriented, open-
minded and proactively promote ethical expectations (Dukerich et al., 2002; Sluss & 
Ashforth, 2008; Tyler & Blader, 2000; Tyler et al., 1997) Employees’ identification 
increases when their leaders are characterized by the above-mentioned attributes. As 
such, it is conceivable that ethical leaders can foster employees’ identification with the 
organization and motivate them to perform better (DeConinck, 2015; Van 
Knippenberg, 2000; Zhu et al., 2015), express their own voice constructively (Yang & 
Liu, 2014; Zhu et al., 2015), increase their life satisfaction (Liao et al., 2014), reduce 
their turnover intention (DeConinck, 2015), increase their job satisfaction and 
tendency to display organizational citizenship behaviors (Ogunfowora, 2014b; Zhu et 
al., 2015). Beyond that, Ogunfowora (2014a) revealed that ethical leadership style of 
a chief executive predominantly influences job seekers’ identification with his/her 
company and ultimately, shapes their job seeking behaviors.  
The major individual mechanisms applying this theoretical lens are, for 
example, leader-member exchange (Hansen, Alge, Brown, Jackson, & Dunford, 2013), 
organizational identification (DeConinck, 2015; Yang & Liu, 2014; Zhu et al., 2015), 
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relational identification (Zhu et al., 2015). Salient team mechanisms include, for 
example, team perceived value congruence with the leader (Ogunfowora, 2014a).  
Advancement in the ethical leadership research 
In the existing pool of ethical leadership research, there are several pieces of 
noteworthy research delineating the multilevel influence of ethical leadership. 
Schaubroeck, Hannah, Avolio, Kozlowski, Lord, Trevino, Dimotakis, and Peng’s 
(2012) pioneering multilevel attempt studied how team ethical leadership affects team 
ethical culture and individual ethics-related behaviors and cognitions. More recently, 
ethical leadership researchers see the necessity to study the multilevel impact and thus 
dedicated more efforts in doing so. For example, Huang and Paterson’s (2014) study 
disclosed that positive influence of upper-level ethical leadership on upper-level 
ethical culture, lower-level ethical voice efficacy and ethical voice behavior; 
Bocukenooghe, Zafar, & Raja (2014) examined the multilevel influence of group 
ethical leadership on employees’ psychological capital and value congruence, plus the 
subsequent work performance. Mo and Shi’s (2015) latest study revealed the 
multilevel influence of team ethical leadership on team and individual organizational 
concern as well as the subsequent individual prosocial behavior; Yang, Ding, & Lo 
(2015) lately explored the cross-level impact of unit ethical leadership on individual 
mechanism like respect, which directed employees to exhibit prosocial behavior. All 
these research evidence points an increasingly important trend of ethical leadership 
research: Disclosing the multi-level mechanisms and consequences for ethical 
leadership. It is obvious that ethical leadership researchers have noticed the needs to 
study the multilevel effect of ethical leadership in response to answer the calls from 
leadership scholars (e.g., see DeChurch, Hiller, Murase, Doty, & Salas, 2010). 
Moreover, Yammarino and Dansereau (2008) suggested that leadership styles should 
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occur at multiple levels in practical world. While the past ethical leadership research 
has mainly focused on the individual effect of ethical leadership, it’s high time to 
simultaneously address its effect on team processes and outcomes. In other leadership 
literature, researchers have indeed recognized the importance to explore the cross-level 
effect of leadership on team and individual mechanisms and outcomes (see Liden, 
Wayne, Liao, & Meuser, 2014, Yoshida, Sendjaya, Hirst, & Cooper, 2014 for servant 
leadership; see Chen, Sharma, Edinger, Shapiro, & Farh, 2011 for empowering 
leadership; see Chen et al., 2013 for transformational leadership). However, the 
research regarding the cross-level influence of ethical leadership is still at its’ nascent 
stage. More specifically, ethical leadership scholars so far do not explore the multilevel 
mechanisms and consequences towards the same outcomes (i.e., team and individual 
prosocial voice behavior) at different level simultaneously, leaving a significant void 
remains opened in the literature. This research, therefore, addresses this gap and 
“determine whether leader behavior influences not only individual relationships but 
also the collective” (Yoshida, Sendjaya, Hirst, & Cooper, 2014: 2).  
Furthermore, this multilevel research has salient theoretical contribution to the 
social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) by extending and enriching the application of 
this theory in the ethical leadership research. As reviewed earlier, inherent in the core 
of social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) are role modeling processes such as 
observational learning and emulation, and vicarious learning processes. This implies 
such learning process could take place at two different levels. As evidenced in the 
literature, followers deem ethical leaders as legitimate role models for normatively 
appropriate behavior and this process rested at dyadic level (e.g., Babalola et al., 2015; 
Kacmar et al., 2013; Newman, Allen, Miao, Cornelius, & Garavan, 2015). On the other 
side of the same coin, employees may also refer to the group behavior and team 
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interactions during the process of vicarious learning to understand the expectations 
from ethical leaders, and obviously, this is a team level phenomenon (e.g., Mayer et 
al., 2012). Despite the aforementioned theoretical postulations as depicted in the theory, 
there has been no concurrent multilevel examination of the two major processes in the 
literature. Essentially, this multilevel analysis attempts to advance the ethical 
leadership literature by developing a more nuanced and comprehensive view of social 
learning theory in the application of ethical leadership research, via the means of 
studying team mechanism that represents the vicarious learning process and exploring 
individual mechanism that highlights the role modeling process simultaneously.  
In addition, the current multilevel investigation has also resonated to the latest 
research agenda of looking at the top-down influence of team leadership and the 
subsequent team state on individual mechanism and outcomes. For example, Chen et 
al. (2013) explored the top down effect of team climate of supporting creativity as a 
result of team transformational leadership; Liden et al. (2014) studied the top down 
effect of team servant culture as a result of team servant leadership. More specific to 
the ethical leadership research, Huang and Paterson’s (2014) recent research made an 
effort to explore the top down influence of team ethical culture, arising from team 
ethical leadership. As such, the current research, like other multilevel and top down 
research of other leadership style, “contribute to the sparse research on the cross-level 
effects that unit-level variables have on individual responses...” (Liden et al., 2014: 
1435) in the literature of ethical leadership.   
Ethical leadership in the context of social enterprises 
As evidenced in the comprehensive literature review of the past studies (please 
refer to table 1), previous empirical studies regarding ethical leadership have 
overwhelmingly taken place in commercial sectors. Among the 93 existing empirical 
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research regarding ethical leadership, there were approximately 80% (i.e., 74 studies) 
of them were conducted in commercial sectors, only a very small portion (i.e., 10 
studies, accounting for 11%) of them were conducted in mission-driven organizations 
(i.e., social enterprises, governmental parties, hospitals or others non-profit making 
agencies) and the rest were conducted in both commercial sectors and mission-driven 
organizations (mixed sample; accounting for another 10% of the pool of ethical 
leadership research). As defined in previous prosocial research, mission driven 
organizations are institutions that “have core purposes that emphasize protecting and 
promoting human well-being, not merely earning profits” (Grant & Sumanth, 2009: 
927).  
In this unique context, tensions always exist as organizational and team leaders 
have to strike a balance in “prioritizing and aligning potentially conflicting objectives 
and interests in order to avoid mission drift.” (Ebrahim, Battilana, & Mair, 2014: 81). 
As a representative form of mission driven organization, social enterprise is often 
named as hybrid organizations as they “straddle the well-established categories of 
business and charity” (Battilana, Sengul, Pache, and Model, 2015: 2). These 
organizations possess dual forms, in which they have to serve customers of their 
commercial activities as well as cater for the beneficiaries of their social missions 
(Battilana & Lee, 2014; Haveman & Rao, 2006; Padgett & Powell, 2012). Social 
enterprises usually achieve their social missions through business ventures. They 
combine the financial resources and operational efficiency of a traditional profit 
making firm with the social resources and prosocial missions of a non-profit making 
organizations (Battilana, Lee, Walker, & Dorsey, 2012). 
As stated by several review paper regarding the research of social enterprises 
in the field of management and organizational behavior (e.g., Doherty, Haugh, & Lyon, 
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2014), compelling tensions exist within these firms, particularly because these firms 
have to “handle the trade-offs between their social activities and their commercial ones, 
so as to generate enough revenues but without losing sight of their social purpose” 
(Ebrahim, Battilana, & Mair, 2014: 82). Following Battilana and Dorado’s (2010) 
saying, tensions and conflicts among the competing commercial and prosocial logic 
(Pache & Santos, 2010) arise from the existing hybridity in social enterprises. Given 
the arousal of dual tensions in this context, teams often face the problem regarding the 
deficiency of resources. Imagine that a social enterprise with a social mission to 
increase attentions on the group of retired adults in the society. In order to cope with 
this social goal, this enterprise has to recruit retired adults as their operational staff, 
which possibly gives birth to problems such as declining operational efficiency and 
financial performance. To address this concern arising from the hybrid tensions, team 
leaders often have to take initiative to engage in self-starting behavior in order to 
acquire social and economic resources including sponsorship or/and institutional 
collaborations, to compensate for the lost edge in pursuing the social goal.   
Theoretically, ethical leaders are particularly important in social enterprises, 
based on the dual-pillars conceptualization of ethical leadership (Trevino, Brown & 
Hartman, 2003). On one hand, as a moral person, an ethical leader, behaves as an 
ethical exemplar and actively engages in prosocial behavior (Den Hartog & Belschak, 
2012) to work towards the social missions of the social enterprise and maximize the 
interests of beneficiaries. Engaging in initiative, self-starting, and change oriented 
behavior to mobilize resource is literally how an ethical leader “walks the talk” in 
social enterprises. Behaving as a behavioral model for team members, team ethical 
leaders are supposed to demonstrate prosocial work behavior and attitudes in a 
proactive manner as well (Den Hoogh & Den Hartog, 2008). As Ebrahim, Battilana, 
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and Mair (2014) highlighted, the “dual objectives are not necessarily aligned and are 
oftentimes contradictory” (p. 82). The hybrid features of social enterprises essentially 
pose a threat to the achievement of social missions of the teams inside this specific 
context. Therefore, as an ethical team leader in social enterprises, it is expected that 
he/she would be able to articulate the team goals leaning towards the social mission 
and communicates with the entire team about how to achieve these missions by taking 
initiative actions. This links to the second pillar of ethical leadership. As a moral 
manager, ethical leaders proactively communicates ethical messages regarding the 
importance of prioritizing the social mission to “deliver social value to the 
beneficiaries” (Ebrahim, Battilana, & Mair, 2014: 82). Through the rewards and 
punishments system (Brown & Trevino, 2006), team ethical leaders in social 
enterprises literally establish team norms regarding the ways to achieve social missions. 
In order to prioritize the social mission over financial goal, team members are expected 
to carry out their work role in a proactive and prosocial fashion. They are encouraged 
by the team ethical leaders to exhibit extra efforts and take initiative to gather social 
resources for the social beneficiaries.     As such, the role of team ethical leadership in 
social enterprises should not be ignored, and therefore, this research seeks to extend 
this theoretical cue into a thorough and comprehensive (i.e., both qualitative and 
quantitative) investigation. 
As a matter of fact, no research attempt has been made to investigate the role 
of ethical leadership in this prosocial context (i.e., social enterprises), which has been 
contended to be equipped with both the characteristics of a commercial organization 
and a non-profit making organization (c.f., Doherty, Haugh, & Lyon, 2014). This 
leaves a unique research question remains opened: Is ethical leadership important in 
hybrid organizations? What kind of role does this leadership style play in this specific 
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context? In the following, I will introduce the context of hybrid organizations and 
explain the intimate connections between ethical leadership and this form of institution. 
In the past several years, entrepreneurship and management scholars have 
dedicated their efforts to figure out the mechanism of change and innovation in this 
paradoxical context (Jay, 2013) and managing the conflicting organization identities 
as a result of the hybrid nature in this context (Battilana & Dorado, 2010; Tracey & 
Philips, 2015). Yet, no extant research attempts to disclose the role of unit/team 
leadership style in managing the hybridity of social enterprises. Lately, there is a 
review paper urging management scholars to pay more attentions to the role of 
morality in the face of this social-business tension (Smith, Gonin, & Besharov, 2013). 
Some other scholarly work had also corroborated with their notion by suggesting that 
the conflicting business and prosocial goals inevitably generate ethical dilemmas for 
team leaders (Dees, 2012; Margolis & Walsh, 2003). Therefore, it could be conceived 
that an ethical team/unit leader is the key to deal with ethical dilemmas resulting from 
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The hypothesized model in this dissertation is schematically presented in 
Figure 1. Building upon social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) as an overarching 
theoretical framework, team ethical leaders are predicted to cultivate an initiative team 
climate towards a prosocial end, and encourage the team to exhibit prosocial voice 
behavior. In addition, team ethical leaders are estimated to foster individual prosocial 
motivation and thus, promote individual prosocial voice behavior. This research 
hereby presented a multilevel motivation model to explicate the effect of unit ethical 
leadership on two different levels of prosocial voice behavior. I reason that team 
initiative climate is an important “reason to” motivation (Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 
2010) at team level to channel the effect of team ethical leadership to both team and 
prosocial voice. In a related vein, I concurrently found one proximal individual “reason 
to” motivation (Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010) to transmit the effect of team ethical 
leadership and team initiative climate to individual prosocial voice behavior. 
I examined both team and individual prosocial voice behavior for the following 
reasons. Management scholars have initiated to devote research efforts into exploring 
the multilevel mechanisms of different change-oriented behaviors. For example, Chen 
et al., (2013) explored the multilevel states of team climate and individual motivation 
in contributing to both the team and individual innovative performance; Yoshida et al., 
(2013) examined the multilevel processes of team perceived leader prototypically and 
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individual identification in leading to team and individual level of creativity. All these 
research evidence point to the importance of discovering the multilevel mechanisms of 
change-oriented behaviors. Yet, the empirical study towards this direction is still in a 
nascent stage, especially for prosocial voice behavior.  In respond to this inquiry of 
research, I developed an integrative multilevel framework, which embraces two 
context-specific motivational mechanisms (i.e., team initiative climate and individual 
prosocial motivation) in an attempt to seek theoretical and empirical explanations for 
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         : Time 2, rated by team leader 
         : Time 3, rated by senior executives 
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The Effect of Ethical Leadership on Employee Prosocial Voice Behavior 
The research on ethical leadership has provided convincing evidence regarding 
the linking between ethical leadership and prosocial voice behavior. However, this 
research is the first to postulate the multi-level influence of team ethical leadership on 
both team and individual prosocial behavior on the basis of social learning theory 
(Bandura, 1977).  
The notion of employee voice behavior originated from the work of Hirschman 
(1970), whereby he asserted that employees would voice their concerns if they were 
dissatisfied with the working environments. Van Dyne and LePine (1998) later on 
extended his pioneering work and defined voice behavior as a form of citizenship and 
prosocial behavior that involves “Constructive, change-oriented communication 
intended to improve the situation” (p. 326). They mentioned that prosocial voice 
behaviors “promote, encourage, or cause things to happen” (p. 108). This form of voice 
is indeed an important impetus for employee organizational commitment (Hirschman, 
1970), retention (Spencer, 1986), learning (Morrison & Milliken, 2000) and innovation 
(Scott & Bruce, 1994; Zhou & George, 2001).  
The past research reveals the positive effect of ethical leadership on individual 
prosocial voice behavior (Neubert, Wu, & Roberts, 2013; Yang & Liu, 2014; Zhu et 
al., 2015). According to social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), we reason that ethical 
team leaders provide followers the autonomy to voice out their concerns through 
observations and emulations (e.g., Avey et al., 2012; Mayer et al., 2012). Ethical team 
leaders, especially in the context of social enterprises, which very much emphasizes 
the moral commitment to the social mission, (e.g., Smith, Gonin, & Besharov, 2013) 
are formally regarded as legitimate and attractive role models for normatively ethical 
behavior. During the process of observations (Bandura, 1977), employees 
40 
 
acknowledged the importance of speaking up and providing concerns and advice with 
regard to ethics-related conducts. For example, as Sam Chong, the founder of 
EasyGreen Global Social Enterprise, addressed in the interview, “…as a reliable and 
moral team leader, I have to behave as a role model…I will immediately voice out my 
concerns to my subordinates and management team…”. After observing and 
interacting with their team leaders (e.g., Van Dyne, Kamdar, & Joireman, 2008), 
employees subsequently emulate the prosocial voice behavior exhibited by their 
superiors. In addition to the process of observations and emulations, vicarious learning 
is another process being highlighted in social learning theory (Bandura, 1977). 
Particularly in hybrid organizations, developing norms for normatively appropriate 
behavior to pursue social goals becomes a crucial task for team managers (Ebrahim, 
Battilana, & Mair, 2014). Through the use of both informal and formal power, team 
ethical leaders utilize rewards and punishments system (Brown et al., 2015) to 
encourage and promote prosocial voice behavior.  
Apart from promoting prosocial voice behavior among individuals, recent 
research disclosed that team ethical leadership is also conducive to the formation of 
collective group norms regarding voice behavior (Huang & Paterson, 2014; Treviño & 
Brown, 2004). Group prosocial voice behavior refers to the proposal of constructive 
suggestions, new ideas, and advice by a team. It points to a shared concerns regarding 
working practice and a collective action that is constructive and change-promoted 
(Frazier & Bowler, 2015). Team ethical leaders help developing group norms and 
beliefs about speaking up is highly encouraged (e.g., Huang & Paterson, 2014; Mayer 
et al., 2012). According to social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), team members 
collectively perceive that it is their moral obligation to express opinions openly and 
publicly. Besides, through observing the individual prosocial voice behaviors of their 
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peers and emulating their ethical team leaders’ behavior, the team as a whole develop 
knowledge about the importance of demonstrating prosocial voice behavior in this 
context.  
Given the considerable evidence gleaned in the literature and the above argument, we 
posit the followings: 
Hypothesis 1: Team ethical leadership is positively related to (i) individual prosocial 
voice, and (ii) team prosocial voice 
The Mediating Effect of Team Initiative Climate 
Organizational climates refer to the shared perceptions of the polices, practices, 
and procedures that an organization rewards, supports, and expects (Schneider & 
Reichers, 1983). In a latest review paper, Scheider, Ehrhart and Macey (2013) 
concluded that climates indeed reflect the “meanings people attach to interrelated 
bundles of experiences they have at work” (p. 361). Organizational climate scholars 
have recently asserted that contemporary management research usually examine 
climate at work group level (e.g., Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009). In this research, team 
initiative climate is the proposed team-level mechanism that transmits the influence of 
team ethical leadership to both team and individual prosocial voice behavior. Since 
prior research has essentially highlighted the change-oriented and proactive nature of 
initiative climate (e.g., Frese & Fay, 2001; Frese, Kring, Soose, & Zempel, 1996), it is 
apparently convincing to theoretically link this motivational mechanism to our 
interested change-driven and proactive outcome, prosocial voice behavior. 
According to Baer and Frese’s (2003) pioneering work, team initiative climate 
refers to “the formal and informal organizational practices and procedures guiding and 
supporting a proactive, self-starting, and persistent approach toward work” (p. 48). 
Despite the original conceptualization of initiative climate in Baer and Frese’s work 
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(2003) was rested at organizational level, recent management research extended their 
original work in another context and defined initiative climate as a shared perception 
among unit members, whereby initiative behavior such as self-starting and change-
oriented behavior are encouraged and rewarded within the team. Drawing on the model 
of proactive motivation (Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010), team initiative climate 
constitutes a “reason to” motivation that reflects team members’ desire to be proactive. 
As what Raub and Liao (2012) noted, “initiative climate sends a signal that proactive 
behavior is expected and rewarded and thereby fosters the desire or reason-to 
motivation to engage in proactive behavior” (p. 651). In hybrid organizations, ethical 
team leaders often take initiatives to engage in proactive, self-starting and persistent 
behavior concurrently. In order to fulfil to the primary objectives of social enterprises 
(Ebrahim, Battilana, & Mair, 2014), they have to persistently and proactively act as a 
role model in meeting the specific social goals of the social enterprises. Their 
behavioral cues indeed transmit a “reason to” motivation to the team to engage in 
initiative behavior, which has been regarded as the normatively appropriate behavior 
in social enterprises. For example, in the case of Chris Kwan, the team manager of 
Social Ventures Hong Kong (please refer to Table 3b), often take initiative to search 
and gather social resources (i.e., the social mission of Social Ventures Hong Kong) 
from different collaboration parties. Meanwhile, he encourages team members to 
espouse outstanding attitude in achieving the moral goals of their jobs. It is thus, 
conceivable that, the initiative behavior of the team manager would shape a shared 
understanding regarding the initiative norms within a team in this unique context. 
According to social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), the team manager in 
social enterprises, as a legitimate social role model, provide social cues for his/her 
team to acknowledge that taking initiative actions to achieve social missions is highly 
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encouraged. Under the process of observation and emulation, team members would 
observe the initiative taking behavior demonstrated by team ethical leader and directly 
emulate them in a subsequent circumstance. In addition, during the process of 
vicarious learning, team members may refer to the formal reinforcement of initiative 
taking behavior (i.e., reward and punishment criteria laid down by team leader) as well 
as team members’ interaction to acquire and make sense of the normatively appropriate 
behavior in hybrid organizations. Past research has supported that team manager can 
proactively specify a team climate (e.g., Ehrhart, 2004; Isaksen, 2007; Mulki, 
Jaramillo, & Locander, 2009; Offermann & Malamut, 2002; Zohar & Luria, 2004), 
especially for ethical team managers who endorse socially ethical group norms (e.g., 
Dermirtas & Akdogan, 2014; Eisenbeiss, van Knippenberg, & Fahrbach, 2015).  
In this hypothesis, I also postulate that team initiative climate is positively 
related to team and individual prosocial voice. In the voice literature, a large stream of 
research has contended that initiative is an important component for the exhibition of 
prosocial voice behavior (e.g., Van Dyne & LePine, 1998; Rank, Pace, & Frese, 2004). 
More importantly, in the seminal work of Baer and Frese (2003), they proposed that 
self-starting and persistent actions that are taken to modify the wrongdoings and 
facilitate a smooth operation are indeed what an initiative climate advocates. These 
behaviors actually fit the kernel of the conceptualization of prosocial voice (Van Dyne 
& LePine, 1998). In their study, they clearly conceptualize that prosocial voice 
embraces the promotive behavior that recommend modification to potentially 
problematic procedures and emphasizes expressions of ideas that are intended to 
improve. It could be expected that team initiative behavior could lead to team and 
individual voice behavior. Apart from the above, by applying social learning theory 
(Bandura, 1977) as an overarching framework again, team initiative climate provides 
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the whole team and individuals social cues regarding the appropriate behavior in the 
working environment (e.g., Huang & Paterson, 2014). Following the identification of 
this social cue (i.e., change-initiated and promotive behavior are encouraged), the team 
and individuals would be more likely to engage in behaviors that match the nature of 
the team initiative climate, such as prosocial voice behavior.  
Given the above, I predict that: 
Hypothesis 2: Team initiative climate mediates the relationship between team ethical 
leadership and both (i) individual prosocial voice, and (ii) team prosocial voice 
The Mediating Effect of Individual Prosocial Motivation 
Prosocial motivation is “the desire to expend effort to benefit other people” 
(Grant, 2008: 49). As proposed by motivation scholars, this motivation is based on a 
concern for contributing to and benefiting multiple beneficiaries (Grant, 2007). 
Motivation research has convincingly suggested that prosocial motivation can actually 
be understood as a psychological state, in which employees are primarily focusing on 
the goal of benefiting other people in the society (e.g., Batson, 1998; De Dreu, 2006). 
This psychological state is, therefore, particularly relevant to the context of this study. 
Several review paper has illustrated that employees working in hybrid organizations 
are always “confronted with often diverging interests of the beneficiaries targeted by 
their social mission” (Ebrahim, Battilana, & Mair, 2014: 83). Thus, a prosocially 
motivated psychology would be very crucial for these employees to prioritize social 
goals above personal gain (Doherty, Haugh, & Lyon, 2014). Again, drawing on the 
model of proactive motivation (Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010), I have identified 
individual prosocial motivation as a proximal and context-specific “reason to” 
motivation that helps to transmit the effect of team ethical leadership and team 
initiative climate to individual prosocial voice behavior. As mentioned, ‘reason to” 
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motivation indicates someone’s desire to be proactive. Specifically, in the context of 
social enterprise, when employees are proactive and take initiative to work towards 
the specified social missions, they should also feel energized and motivated to work 
for the interest of beneficiaries in the society.  
It is very likely that team ethical leaders would induce a more prosocially 
motivated state among their employees. Team ethical leaders in social enterprises are 
not only the role model of prosocial behavior for their employees, but also the 
“figurehead” of the entire social institution (please refer to Table 3a for the highlighted 
interview scripts of Vi Chan). Their prosocially ethical ways to manage daily operation 
are often interpreted as the “golden standard” in the eyes of their immediate followers. 
As ethical leader proactively instills moral meaning regarding the social mission in 
followers’ job, they lay down an ethical vision to contribute to the respective 
beneficiaries in the society and behave as a moral exemplar in the pursuit of these 
moral goals (please refer to Table 3a for the highlighted interview scripts of Ivan Lin). 
Their rewards and punishments (e.g., See Den Hartog, 2015 for a review) further 
reinforce the prosocially motivated norms during the process of vicarious learning, in 
working towards the socially ethical ends of their job.  
It is believed that when these employees are prosocially motivated by their 
ethical team leaders, they would be more inclined to engage in prosocial acts, such as 
prosocial voice behavior. Grant and Mayer (2009) found that prosocial motive of 
employees is positively associated with prosocial voice behavior. They concluded that 
employees with a more prosocially motivated mind would tend to focus their attention 
outwardly, rather than inwardly, which maximizes the chances for them to discover 
opportunities to serve other people (Meglino & Korsgaard, 2004). Grant (2007, 2008) 
complemented that these individuals place greater value and feel more responsibility 
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to strive for the welfare for other people in the society by subordinating their personal 
interests (e.g., Bolino & Turnley, 2005). Therefore, as a result, these employees with a 
greater degree of prosocial motivations, have a greater tendency to act prosocially by 
providing constructive suggestions and ideas for the sake of the organizations to their 
superior.  
Taken together, I predict that: 
Hypothesis 3: Individual prosocial motivation mediates the relationship between team 
ethical leadership and individual prosocial voice. 
In the aforementioned arguments, I have explained that how team ethical 
leadership relates to team initiative climate and how individual prosocial motivation 
relates to individual prosocial voice behavior. In the upcoming part, I would explicate 
the relationship between team initiative climate and individual prosocial motivation in 
order to propose two relevant mediation hypotheses. 
On the basis of the original conceptualization of initiation proposed by Baer 
and Frese (2003), team initiative climate is closely related to prosocial motivation as 
it provides social clues regarding the self-starting, proactive and persistent approach 
of work towards the accomplishment of social mission. According to social learning 
theory (Bandura, 1977), individuals would also refer to the behavior of team members 
(i.e., peers) to acquire social information about the group norm (c.f., Mayer et al., 
2012). When the team collectively engage in prosocial behavior to pursue social goals 
without being specifically guided by formal role requirement (i.e., self-starting), 
consider future benefits of the social beneficiaries in a proactive manner (i.e., proactive 
and long-term minded), persistently perform prosocial behavior in the pursuit of social 
goals laid down by the team leaders (i.e., persistent approach toward work), individual 
employees would be likely to acknowledge the importance of acting prosocially in 
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exchange of a better social performance. According to social learning theory (Bandura, 
1977), the proactive behaviors of the team constitute a norm for individuals to refer to 
while carrying out work roles. Thus, by referring to this piece of social information, 
team members are more motivated in fulfilling the social mission in a proactive fashion. 
They understand that they have to be proactive in prioritizing the prosocial goal in 
daily work for the sake of the respective social beneficiaries. In this related vein, it is 
plausible that individuals in a team with a strong initiative climate would be more 
prosocially motivated to achieve the ethical ends of their work in social enterprises. 
Gleaned all these together, I predict that: 
Hypothesis 4: (i) Team initiative climate mediates the relationship between team 
ethical leadership and individual prosocial motivation and (ii) Individual prosocial 






















Data were collected in 29 social enterprises operating in Hong Kong with a 
wide array of social missions. The information of these participating hybrid 
organizations, including their background, social missions and targeted beneficiaries 
were documented in table 2. These social enterprises serve a diverse group of people, 
including elderly, the underprivileged, youth and women, ethnic minority, 
handicapped persons, mental patients, children with special education needs. They 
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founded in 2014. 















families) but they 
all deserve an 
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to be nourished. 
Their life should 
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 Start on Stage, 
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Start on Stage is a 
therapeutic 

















education needs to 
perform onstage. 
They also provide 
backstage support 
and promote equal 
opportunities in 
the community. 
One of the first 
social enterprises 









Discerns the needs 






 Emphasize the 



























platforms, it brings 
new perspective of 
social inclusion, 
diversity and 




of the community. 
To understand that 
communication is 
more than speech 





body language and 
expression. It also 






 The first social 
enterprises that 




Deaf Deaf Cafeteria 
founded in 1995. 
It is located in 
Lions Nature 
Education Centre 
in Sai Kung. 
To provide 
employment 
opportunity for the 
deaf. To Promote 
communion 
disabilities. 
 To assist the 
integration of the 
deaf and the 
society 
 Happy Veggies 
founded in 2014. 
It is the first non-
profitable 
vegetarian 
restaurant in Hong 
Kong. 
To provide an 
employment 
opportunity for the 
disadvantaged. To 
train them and 
help them to enter 
the community in 
the future. 
 To assist the 
integration of the 
deaf and the 
society 
Elderly Eldpathy, founded 
in 2013 by three 
passionate 
youngsters, with 
Herman Chan as 






 A social agency 
that arouses the 














founded in 2012 
by Mr. Francis 
Ngai and Mr. 
Patrick Cheung.  
To use high 
technology and 
innovative 










founded in 2013 
To offer good 
choices in 
supporting “ageing 
in place” and 






To promote the 
concept of “active 
ageing”; 
To create positive 
influence and 
awareness towards 
the well-being of 
silver age. 
The first lifestyle 
superstore for 







founded in 2004. 
The founder of 
Joyful (Mental 
Health) 
Foundation is Lam 
Kin Ming, 
Victoria.  
To educate and 
assist emotional 
disorders.  
 One of the first 
social agencies 
that emphasizes 




founded in 2013. 
WOODRITE is 
first local to local 
furniture brand in 






 One of the 
pioneering social 
enterprises to 













Power founded in 
1995. It is founded 
by a group of 
dedicated disabled 
professionals. It 
strives to advance 










people with and 
without disabilities 










into all aspects of 
society. 
 One of the most 
early-founded 
social enterprises 
to promote the 






and general public 
Fair and Healthy 
founded in 2006. 
It is a Fair Trade 
Project of FM 
International 
Resources Ltd.. 
To convey the 
message of fair 
trade by selling 
healthy food in a 
reasonable price.  
The only social 
enterprises that 
promote the value 







founded in 2007. 
The founder and 
CEO of SVhk is 
Mr. Francis Ngai. 














network in Hong 
Kong. 
 The first social-
resources 
incubator in Hong 





Ladies  Fantastic Ladies 




opportunity for the 
ladies and youth. 
To provide 







training for them 






family and the 
disadvantaged 
Healthy Cottage 
founded in 2000. 
It is operated by 
Women Service 
association. 




















Shop founded in 
2010. The 
recycling shop is 
operated by 
Caritas and is 
located in Tsuen 
Wan. 
To care for the 
disadvantaged. To 
hele the needy. To 
recycle useful 
products. 









low income family 
Strings Donation 
founded in 2013. 
It is a government- 
aided project and 
is operated in a 
social enterprise 
mode. 
To recycle the 
musical 
instruments and 
resell it to the 
performers which 
are from the low 
income family. 




provide joy to 
low-income family 
Needy and poor 
residents 
Agent of Change 
Ltd founded in 
2014. It is 
established by a 
group of former 
business directors. 
To sell all daily 
appliances at 




 To benefit 
disadvantaged and 
needy in terms of 








founded in 2013. 




To draw attention 
on environmental 

















Little Green Feet 
Parent Child 
Reading club 
founded in 2013. 
It established by a 
parental volunteer 




To enhance the 
family relationship 




 One of the first 
social agencies 
that emphasizes 




Students GAIA School 
founded in 
October 2007. 






 To instill 
appropriate value 
and attitudes into 
students 




Salon founded in 
2001. 
The mission of the 
salon is to provide 
an opportunity for 
the problematic 






 The only social 
enterprise that 
operated in form 





pursue their career 
goals 
Residents of Tuen 
Mun and Tin Shui 
Wai  
The Rivulet 
founded in 2008. 
It is operated by 






residents in Tuen 
Mun and Tin Shui 
Wai areas. 
 To benefit 
disadvantaged and 
needy in terms of 
their daily living 
Single Parent and 
unmarried mothers 
Green Baby 
founded in 2014. 
To use 5R concept 
to operate and is 
operated under an 
eco-friendly 
enterprise. 
To provide a 
selling platform 
for the single 
parent and 
unmarried mothers 
to buy the second 
hand baby 
products and to 
provide them a 
chance for self-
reliance. 
 One of the first to 
draw attentions of 
the issues of 
single-parent 
family 
South Asians Bread Brunch 
founded in 2011 
and the founder is 
Tina. 
To provide an 
employment 
opportunity for the 
 To benefit 
disadvantaged and 
needy in terms of 
their daily living 
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South Asians and 
the disadvantaged. 
Housewives Project Aloha 
founded in 2013. 
Project Aloha is 
initiated to spread 
the happiness from 






The vision of 
Project Aloha is 
that to value 
relationship of 
mutual regard and 
extend warmth in 
















the sharing of 
social resources. 
Working adults EasyGreen 
founded in 2014. 
EasyGreen aims to 
use hydro-planting 
to bring happiness, 
satisfaction and 
recognition to the 
society. 














Youth of Yuen 
Long and Tin Shui 
Wai  
BiciLine founded 
in 2008. It is 
operated by Tung 


























I first sent an invitation email delineating the purpose of the study and brief 
description of the research design to the full population of social enterprises in Hong 
Kong (N = 547). All the contact information of these social agencies was publicly 
available from the government website (http://socialenterprise.org.hk/zh-hant). I 
received preliminary confirmation of participations from 50 social enterprises 
(Response rate is 9%). After a series of negotiations and discussions, I eventually 
received permissions from 43 social enterprises to conduct this research study.  
This study involved two data collections phases. First, in order to investigate 
the important leadership styles in this unique context (i.e., Aime, Humphrey, Derue, & 
Paul, 2014; Miron-Spektor, Erex, & Naveh, 2011), I conducted a series of semi-
structured interviews with 4 team members, 3 team managers, and 11 executive 
directors in the participating social enterprises on site. Each interview lasted between 
30 minutes to 45 minutes, including guided site visits and briefing sessions about the 
background of the organizations and the tasks of different teams. The purpose of these 
interviews is to learn about the importance of ethical leadership in this context and 
how ethical leadership affects both teams and individual employees. The interviews 
mainly centered around the open-ended question on the important attributes for a team 
leader to manage their team successfully in the context of social enterprises. In Table 
4, I summarized the important leadership attributes in the context of social enterprises 
as mentioned by the interviewees from their practical points of view. Obviously, ethics 
and morality was the most mentioned leadership attribute as 18 out of the 19 
interviewees mentioned it. Table 3a summarizes the illustrative quotes about the 
meaning and salience of ethical leadership in social enterprises. Table 3b documented 
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the qualitative quotes during the semi-structure interviews with regard to the potential 
influence of ethical leadership on the studied variables. The majority of the 
interviewees noted that the team leader’s ethical practices is of paramount importance 
for the unit, or even the social enterprise as a whole to perform and fulfil its social and 
business missions. These quotes further reveal that leaders’ ethical practices had great 
impact on their teams’ and employees’ attitudes and behaviors. Hence, these qualitative 
data lend strong support to the meaningfulness of the social enterprise context for 





















Illustrative Qualitative Data for Ethical Leadership in Social Enterprises and its 
Implication in This Context 
“Without being a living example for followers, leaders and their team cannot 
succeed, particularly in the context of social enterprise...Successful team leaders in 
this specific context have to be an explicit manifestation of his ethical values, in 
order to, not only make followers physically follow their footsteps, but also 
spiritually attached to the ethical spirit and goals that he espouses...In particular, 
team leaders should behave as a role model for their followers to motivate them to 
be more attentive to the social mission of the social enterprise...Nowadays, 
followers in social enterprise mostly cannot receive a satisfactory financial return, 
in relative to others who work at the same position in commercial sectors...When 
social enterprise is not able to fulfill the materialistic needs of followers, what we 
need to retain subordinates is the communication of pro-social goal of their job. As 
a successful team leader, he has to echo the ethical mission of the social enterprise 
and personally set a moral example for their followers to follow.” 
(Chris Kwan, Team Leader of Social Innovation, Social Ventures Hong Kong) 
To be a responsible and successful leader in social enterprise is 10 times harder 
than that in other forms of business. There are always business benchmark to 
evaluate the performance of a team and its' leader in commercial sectors. However, 
there is no such benchmark in social enterprises...That's why team leader in social 
enterprises has to carry "double responsibilities" for their team...He has to apply 
his business knowledge precisely to maintain an acceptable level of performance, 
meanwhile, he has to display or exhibit a scrupulous (i.e., ethical) 
character...These scrupulous attributes can help these leaders to build mutual trust 
with the community, customers and investors...I would say, according to my 
previous work experience (i.e., i worked as an accounting manager before my 
retirement), the most special thing with regard to the role of team leader in social 
enterprise is that, they are all the "figurehead" of the social enterprise, unlike only 
CEO or executives may play this role in commercial sectors... Team leader are 
extremely influential and they are specifically required to "lead by example" in 
social enterprises...Their "noble" attributes is a valuable asset that helps to unite 
the team and the whole social enterprise together.” 
(Vi Chan, Team Member of Finance Team, Joyful Foundation) 
“To be a good team leader in social enterprise, one has to espouse a clear social 
vision and belief. This vision is not merely about earning profit, instead, in my 
opinion, it is to propagate an ethical message, for example, in our case, to promote 
the use of environmental friendly products. This ethical message is extremely 
important for building team cohesion...Team leader is portrayed as a role model in 
social enterprise because of his/her morality. This characteristic is exactly what 
bounds team members together to achieve team goals.  Ethicality in team 
managers is what differentiates managers in social enterprises from normal 
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business managers...These ethical leaders have to behave as a moral example for 
their subordinate. For example, in our organic warm, team leaders will set an 
example of re-using all the usable materials, such as furniture... The moral 
behavior of these managers really accounts for the behavior of their employees.” 
(Ho-Kwong Mok, Director, Nature Education) 
“To qualify as a good team leader in social enterprise, it is fundamental that he/she 
should have noble attributes and should be a socially ethical acme for the entire 
team...He should be very demanding in terms of monitoring the team and fulfilling 
the social obligations...He has to manage more things than usual team leader who 
works in a normal organization, for instance, he needs to repeatedly remind 
himself of making fair decisions and how to objectively resolve disputes in the 
team…Every single decision made by the team leader could potentially be referred 
as a reference for their followers.” 
(Ray Chan, Team Member (Hair Stylist), Fullness Hair Salon) 
“A leader in social enterprise has first to be an optimistic person. He/she has to 
lead the team with positivism to face some social challenges…It is much harder 
for social enterprises to survive because of the constrains to accomplish different 
sorts of social missions...A team leader in social enterprise also has to show 
empathy towards the society as well...He/she has to be a thoroughly ethical person 
to identify the needs of needy in the society and try to understand the underlying 
reason for an identified social problem...I perceive morality as the most important 
attribute for an unit leader in social enterprise, he/she has to lay more emphasis on 
the ways and processes to accomplish goals, instead of just focusing on the 
outcomes.” 
(Maggie Fung, Financial Director, Social Ventures Hong Kong) 
"The uniqueness of a team leader in social enterprise is to address the operation 
capability of a team and also concurrently feel zealous to contribute to the society. 
He has to carry an obligation to fulfill an ethically responsible mission (i.e., to be 
an ethical person) ... He, himself, has to behave ethically to inspire his followers to 
develop mutual trust to face operational challenges."  
(Herman Chan, Executive Director, Elpathy) 
“An unit leader in social enterprise needs to equip with an anticipatory ability of 
social problems. He should be aware of the ethical mission of the team tasks and 
appropriately communicate them with team members. To achieve this, one has to 
be a trustworthy and fair leader...He has to be an ethical person as he carries the 
role of gatekeeper to establish norms for appropriate behavior in his team...For 
instance, in our social enterprise, I require every team leader to set a behavioral 
example for his/her own team. His behavior can provide signals to employees 
regarding the ethical value of the team and also the social enterprise.” 
(Sing Yip, Founder, Gaiaschool) 
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“Team leaders in social enterprise should have communication skills, are others-
oriented and able to scarify their own interest to benefit the society...Team leaders 
have to bear in mind regarding the ethical goal and clearly communicate the 
meaning of it to all team members. They have to ensure everyone in the team is on 
the same page and understand the importance of these ethical actions...For 
example, in our social enterprise, all team leaders are registered physiotherapists. 
They have to forgo their job with high salary and work for us to serve and treat 
physically handicapped students...These team leaders are indeed good role models 
themselves and somehow vividly represent our organizational belief: To give and 
to serve.  
(Wincy Wong, Director, Startonstage) 
"Social enterprise is like an amphibian. We live in between the world of business 
and non-profit making organizations. In this unique context, a successful team 
leader needs to be an ethical and visionary person. He/She needs to connect the 
team together into "one piece" and increase their morale through laying down 
an ethical direction to contribute the society...For example, our team mission is to 
design programs to arouse the societal awareness of providing care to elder people. 
Our team manager will always tell us how our efforts could change the society. He 
keeps reminding us how meaningful is our job to encourage and motivate us. I 
guess this is so-called 'spiritual rewards" 
(Ivan Lin, Team Member of Program Development Team, Jade Club) 
“It's important for a team leader in social enterprise to utilize business knowledge 
to foster better performance. Besides, he/she to be ethical, in the sense that, cares a 
lot about the social needs… In a lot of circumstances, they have to scarify their 
own interest in pursuit of a socially responsible goal. For example, in order to 
promote inter cultural communications among people with different races in the 
society (i.e., Project Alophs’s vision), our managers have to scarify their own time 
to learn multiple languages in order to communicate with potential beneficiaries.” 
(Ian Chu, Director, Project Alopha) 
“A successful leader in social enterprise has to think ahead of the current trends in 
the society. Applying our social enterprise as an example, we perceive the need to 
provide a green leisure place for citizens in the residents two years ago... The team 
cooperation and the success of a social enterprise all depends on the attribute of a 
leader, in order words, whether the leader upholds ethical principles...An ethical 
leader always cares about the genuine interest of their subordinates and 
beneficiaries.” 
(Sam Chong, Founder, EasyGreen Global Social Enterprise) 
“Not only in commercial organization, one of the most important characteristics of 
a successful leader in community-service sectors is morality. A moral leader is 
especially important for team management in social enterprises, he essentially 
represents the “core value” and is an representable figure of the social 
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enterprise...An ethical team leader, for example, in our operation, always looks 
after the genuine benefits of their followers…He makes fair decisions in rewards 
and punishments...Team members can thus have a heightened feeling of respect 
and dignity while working with these leaders.” 
(David Chow, Operation Team Manager, Yan Oi Tong) 
“A team leader has to bear a high level of enthusiasms. He/she is willing to scarify 
his/her own interests and his/her efforts have to be endorsed by team 
members...He/She has to timely and accurately articulate the team task on the 
social mission...According to my experience, employees easily get lost in social 
enterprises...When a team leader is ethical and make decisions in accordance to 
his/her conscience, follower will agree with the value espoused by him/her. Team 
leader, especially in this context, has to make fair decision to avoiding conflicting 
perceptions between the character and action of a leader.” 
(Anka Ma, Founder, Fantastic Cafe) 
“Social enterprise is different from other organizations; it has to carry a social 
responsibility… Like our social enterprise, we sell products at super low price in 
order to alleviate the financial burden of impecunious group of people in Hong 
Kong… Since making profit is not the first priority of our firm, our team leader 
has to be enthusiastic and needs to demonstrate caring to the society.....He has to 
be an ethical leader to "make things happen" in this setting… Take my team leader 
as an example, he is surely an ethical leader, who empowers us and provide us a 
high degree of autonomy to accomplish meaningful work goals…” 
(Kenny Choi, Team Member, Agent of Change Ltd.) 
“Social enterprise is different from other business and non-profit making 
organizations. The reason to establish social enterprise is to address different kind 
of social problems…Social enterprise should articulate their business on a very 
clear social mission, which requires a socially responsible leader to communicate 
with their subordinates...These unit leaders have to be a role model as they need to 
gather people with similar values by being an ethically charismatic example 
themselves...These leaders, like the first cell in the cell division process, have to 
spread the pro-social message to every of their team member, urge to nurture them 
into future ethical leaders in this field...” 
(Kenny Or, Founder, Little Green Feet Parent-Child Reading Club) 
“As a team leader in social enterprise, she must communicate a social vision with 
her team members. she has to "walk the talk" by operationalizing the vision that 
she communicated with followers...This mission has to embrace an ethical 
component...Using our chief team leader as an example, she often integrates 
flexibility in her implementations of the socially responsible missions...She is not 
only very well-connected, but also very proactive in cultivating future leaders in 
the field who should be responsible and uphold scrupulous beliefs...Government 
protocols regarding the management of social enterprise is indeed surprisingly 
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vague in Hong Kong. Therefore, team leaders as well as the social entrepreneurs 
have the responsibility to lead the whole team towards an ethical ends and in a 
right direction.” 
(Yuk-Lan Lee, Assistant Team Manager,  Green Livehood Place) 
“In my opinion, team leaders in social enterprises should have three major 
attributes for them to succeed. First, they have to be a sympathetic person. They 
need to feel towards the needs of society and take actions to address 
them...Second, they have to be a fair, just, trustworthy and responsible 
person...Without being an ethical person, managers will find it very difficult to 
bound team members together, particularly in social enterprises...Third, team 
leaders also have to aware of how to manage the existing tensions in social 
enterprises…” 
(Fiona Wat, Founder, Dialogue Experience Silence) 
“The ability to deliver a clear message on the social and ethical mission to the 
team and to the customers are very important for team leaders in social 
enterprises…They should be capable of leading the team towards the end of an 
ethical goal…To achieve these, this leader has to be an ethical person… Being an 
ethical team manager is essential to the effective functioning of the team because 
the entire team will be bounded to pursue the same meaningful goal…” 



















Qualitative Quotes Regarding the Influence of Ethical Leadership on the 
Studied Variables 
Employee Voice Behavior 
“…As a reliable and moral team leader, I have to behave as a role model…I will 
immediately voice out my concerns to my subordinates and management 
team…At the same time, I highly encourage my colleagues and subordinates to 
speak up in the regular meeting…” 
(Sam Chong, Founder, EasyGreen Global Social Enterprise) 
“…Our staff were always encouraged to express their personal feelings…they can 
express freely in front of me…I think only by encouraging subordinates to do this, 
can the team work better and tackle problems efficiently,” 
(Fiona Wat, Founder, Dialogue Experience Silence) 
Team Initiative Climate  
“…I need to set a good example for my team members…They need a different 
attitude to work in social enterprises…As their leader, I work very hard and take 
the lead to change and formulate planning to strike for more social resources…I 
hope my followers can learn from me and know this is the right thing to do in 
social enterprises…I always openly tell them my expectations and encourage to 
fulfill my requirements…” 
(Chris Kwan, Team Leader of Social Innovation, Social Ventures Hong Kong) 
Prosocial Motivation 
“…My manager and I often work overtime on a voluntary basis to work and 
search for dealers who offers lower import price of products…These low-price 
goods can benefit the impecunious group in Hong Kong...We feel that our personal 
scarify are worthy because our efforts would benefit more people in the society…” 






























































































1. Chris Kwan, Team Leader 
of Social Innovation, Social 
Ventures Hong Kong 
       
2. Vi Chan, Team Member of 
Finance Team, Joyful 
Foundation 
        
3. Ho-Kwong Mok, Director, 
Nature Education 
       
4. Ray Chan, Team Member 
(Hair Stylist), Fullness Hair 
Salon 
       
5. Maggie Fung, Financial 
Director, Social Ventures 
Hong Kong 
       
6. Herman Chan, Executive 
Director, Elpathy 
       
7. Sing Yip, Founder, 
Gaiaschool 
       
8. Wincy Wong, Director, 
Startonstage 
        
9. Ivan Lin, Team Member of 
Program Development 
Team, Jade Club 
       
10. Ian Chu, Director, Project 
Alopha 
        
11. Sam Chong, Founder, 
EasyGreen Global Social 
Enterprise 
       
12. David Chow, Operation 
Team Manager, Yan Oi 
Tong 
       
13. Anka Ma, Founder, 
Fantastic Cafe 
         
14. Kenny Choi, Team 
Member, Agent of Change 
Ltd. 
        
15. Kenny Or, Founder, Little 
Green Feet Parent-Child 
Reading Club 
        
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16. Yuk-Lan Lee, Assistant 
Team Manager, Green 
Livehood Place 
        
17. Fiona Wat, Founder, 
Dialogue Experience 
Silence 
        
18. Aries Lee, Founder, 
HOHOLIFE 
       
19. Kee Chi Hing, Chair, 
Fullness Social Enterprises 
Society 



























Survey data were collected on the basis of a multi-source, multi-wave and 
multi-level design (e.g., Chen, Farh, Campell-Bush, Wu, & Wu, 2013). In time 1, I 
received responses from 388 employees (i.e, team members), with a response rate of 
80.6 %. In time 2 (i.e., after a month’s interval), I received responses from 75 team 
managers, with a response rate of 75%. In time 3 (i.e., approximately 2 weeks after 
team managers’ responses), I received filled questionnaires from 29 senior managers, 
representing a response rate of 67.1%. Given the cross-level nature of the study, 
participants were eliminated if we had less than 2 respondents from the same team on 
the basis of extensive Monte-Carlo analyses (D’innocenzo, Luciano, Mathieu, 
Maynard, & Chen, 2015). This statistical concern leaves me a final sample of 214 
individuals (55.8 % of the original sample) from 59 units with an average team size of 
3.75. The sample was 53.7 % female, had an average age of 32.8 years (SD = 9.60) 
and an average organizational tenure of 3.02 years (SD = 2.86).  
In time 1, I collected team members-rated perceived team ethical leadership, 
team initiative climate and individual prosocial motivation. In time 2, I collected team 
manager-rated employees’ prosocial voice. In time 3, I collected senior executive-rated 
team’s prosocial voice (e.g., Chen, Farh, Campell-Bush, Wu, & Wu, 2013). I opt for 
this multi-source design since team members mainly direct their voice behavior 
towards their immediate team manager, while the team is more likely to collectively 
voice out their concerns to the upper hierarchy (e.g., Burris, Detert, & Chiaburu, 2008; 
Detert & Burris, 2007). 
Measures 
All surveys items were measured on five-point Likert-scale using either 
agreement or extent anchors, with greater value representing great degree of agreement. 
Using Brislin’s (1986) recommended translation-back translation procedure, all 
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surveys wordings were translated from Chinese to English properly.  
Team ethical leadership.  
Team members were asked to evaluate their managers’ ethical leadership using 
the 10-item scale developed and validated by Brown, Treviño, and Harrison (2005). 
According to the recent examinations of team ethical leadership (e.g., Detert, Trevino, 
Burris, & Andiappan, 2007; Huang & Paterson, 2014), I aggregated the employees’ 
responses to the ethical leadership measure to obtain a measure of team ethical 
leadership. The degree of agreement for the ethical leadership measure was assessed 
by calculating the rwg statistic (George & James, 1993). The mean rwg(j) statistic for 
ethical leadership was .95 (i.e., Mayer et al., 2012). In addition, the ICC (1) value 
was .35 and the ICC (2) value was .67. This suggests strong agreement within and 
between work groups regarding ethical leadership and the appropriateness of 
aggregation of individual responses to the group level (Bliese, 2000). An example item 
is, my team leader “makes fair and balanced decisions”. The Cronbach’s alpha was .92. 
Team initiative climate.  
Team members reported the perception of team initiative climate using the 7-
item scale developed by (Baer & Frese, 2003). Following the referent-shift consensus 
model (Chan, 1998), I change the reference of the original scale from “our company” 
to “our team”. The ICC (1), ICC (2) values and the mean rwg statistic were .29, .61 
and .94 respectively, which justified for an aggregation of the measure to group level. 
An example item is, “People in our team usually do more than they are asked to do”. 
The Cronbach’s alpha was .90.  
Individual prosocial motivation.  
I used a 5-item prosocial motivation scale (Grant, 2008) to assess team 
member’s individual prosocial motivation. A sample item is, “I get energized by 
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working on tasks that have the potential to benefit others”. The Cronbach’s alpha 
was .78. 
Team prosocial voice.  
I used the 6-item prosocial voice scale developed by Van Dyne and LePine 
(1998) to measure team’s prosocial voice behavior. Following Chan’s (1998) referent-
shift consensus model and Huang and Paterson’s (2014) approach, I change the 
reference of the original scale from “this employee” to “this team”. An example item 
is, this team “develops and makes recommendations concerning issues that affect their 
work”.  The Cronbach’s alpha was .79. 
Individual prosocial voice.  
Following the practice adopted by prior research (Burris, Detert, & Chiaburu, 
2008; Detert & Burris, 2007), I assess team member’s prosocial voice behavior by 
adapting the 3 items regarding verbal communication of Van Dyne and LePine’s (1998) 
prosocial voice scales. As prior research highlighted, these three items are explicitly 
referring to the verbal behavior of subordinates to a specific internal authority (i.e., 
team immediate supervisor) (Burris, Detert, & Chiaburu, 2008; Detert & Burris, 2007). 
An example item is, this employee “speaks up to me with ideas to address employees’ 
needs and concerns”. The Cronbach’s alpha was .70. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
The result of a series of CFAs has converged to support the discriminant 
validity of the constructs in the formerly proposed model. Prior to the CFAs, I used 
parcels to maintain a favorable indicator-to-sample-size ratio (Bagozzi & Edwards, 
1998; Bagozzi & Heatherton, 1994). Following Mayer et al. ‘s (2012) approach, I 
randomly combined the 10 items that measured team ethical leadership to form five 
parcels consisting of 2 items each. The 6 items that measured team prosocial voice 
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were randomly combined to form 3 parcels consisting of 2 items each. The 5 items 
that measured individual prosocial motivation were randomly combined to form 2 
parcels, in which one of them consists of 2 items and another one consists of 3 items. 
The hypothesized 5-factor model provided an acceptable fit to the data, with χ2 (94, n 
= 214) = 206.54, CFI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.07, NFI = 0.97, SRMR = 0.05 (Bollen, 2014; 
Browne & Cudeck, 1992). All of the observed items had loaded significantly on their 
respective latent factors. I have further compared my hypothesized model with several 
alternative models, and the measurement model had a better fit than the alternative 
models (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). The three different 4-factor models have 
comparably worse fit to our hypothesized model. The first 4-factor model with 
initiative climate and prosocial motivation loading on 1 latent factor and the rest of 
them loading on other 3 factors respectively (Δχ2 (4) = 168.4, p<.01). The second 4-
factor model with the two prosocial voice loading on 1 latent factor and the rest loading 
on others (Δχ2 (4) = 129.2, p<.01). The last 4-factor model combine prosocial 
motivation with one of the prosocial voice into one factor and allow others to load 
correspondingly (Δχ2 (4) = 36.8, p<.01). The 3-factor solution with ethical leadership, 
prosocial motivation and initiative climate loading on the same factor and the other 
variables loading on their respective factors, which provided a worse fit than my 
hypothesized model (Δχ2 (7) = 426.1, p<.01). The 2-factor model with team manager 
and executive rated outcomes loading on the same factor, whilst the employee rated 
variables loading on the another one, also provided a significantly worse fit to our 
hypothesized model (Δχ2 (9) = 447.5, p<.01). Finally, the 1-factor model combine all 
the variables into one latent factor shows a worse fit than our hypothesized model as 





Our theoretical model is concerned with multi-level mediations, and our data 
contained a hierarchical structure in which responses of team members were nested 
within teams. To test our multi-level model simultaneously, I used multilevel 
structural equation modeling (MSEM) (Heck & Thomas, 2015) with Mplus (Muthén 
& Muthén, 2010). MSEM is able to capture the nested nature of multi-level data 
(e.g., LePine, Zhang, Rich, & Crawford, 2015) and assess the within and between 
effects separately to provide more accurate estimations of the proposed relationships 
(e.g., Preacher, Zhang, & Zyphur, 2011). This statistical approach has been used in 
recent management research with similar data structure (e.g., D’innocenzo et al., 
2015; Hu & Liden, 2014). Following the recommendation of Preacher, Zyphur, and 
Zhang (2010), I used a parametric bootstrap procedure with 20,000 Monte Carlo 
replications to estimate the 95% confidence intervals for the mediations (Preacher et 
al., 2010).  
Result 
Table 5 presents the means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations of 
the multilevel variables.  
Model Estimation 
To estimate the hypothesized model (see Figure 1), we specified the Level 1 path 
from individual prosocial motivation to individual prosocial voice, allowing slopes to 
randomly vary across teams. Cross-level direct effects were specified from team 
ethical leadership to individual prosocial motivation, as well as from team initiative 
climate to individual prosocial motivation and individual prosocial voice. At team 
level (Level 2), team ethical leadership was specified to have an effect on team 
initiative climate, which in turn, has a direct effect on team prosocial voice. Following 
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prior research (e,g., Liden et al., 2014), we performed additional analysis to conduct a 
model comparison test. The model with direct paths (from team ethical leadership to 
two level of prosocial voice behavior) added had a smaller AIC value of 378.07, 
compared with the model without direct paths specified. This disclosed that the model 
with direct paths specifying the relationships between ethical leadership and the 
dependable variables would be better.  
In our analyses, we grand-mean-center team size, team ethical leadership, team 
initiative climate and team prosocial voice (Zhou et al., 2012; Mo & Shi, 2015). 
Individual gender, age, education and tenure were group-mean-centered to obtain an 
unbiased estimate of the cross-level relationships (Mo & Shi, 2015; Zhou et al., 2012). 
I used Snijders and Bosker’s (1999) formulas to calculate pseudo-R2 (~R2) to indicate 
the amount of variation in the level-1 and level-2 outcome variables in the 
hypothesized model (e.g., Mo & Shi, 2015; Liden et al., 2014). The results showed 
that predictors accounted for 64 % of the total variance in team prosocial voice and 
5% of the total variance in individual prosocial voice, suggesting that team ethical 
leadership, team initiative climate and individual prosocial all had significant roles in 
predicting team and individual prosocial voice.  
Hypotheses Test 
Result of direct effects are shown in Figure 2, and Table 7 presents the results 
of tests on the hypothesized multilevel indirect effects as a result of a bootstrapping 
procedure with 20,000 Monte Carlo Stimulations (Preacher, Zyphur, & Zhang, 2010). 
Figure 2 shows that team ethical leadership was positively related to team initiative 
climate (β = .73, p < .001) and team initiative climate was positively related to team 
prosocial voice (β =. 53, p < .001).  Bootstrapping results revealed the significant 
positive indirect effect of team ethical leadership on team prosocial voice via team 
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initiative climate, with an indirect effect of .39 (95% CI: .18, .82). Thus, Hypothesis 1 
was supported. 
Team initiative climate was positively related to individual prosocial voice (β 
=. 33, p <. 01). The positive indirect effect of ethical leadership on individual prosocial 
voice via team initiative climate was significant, with an indirect effect of .24 (95% 
CI: .034, .45). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported. 
As shown Figure 2, team initiative climate was also positively related to 
individual prosocial motivation (β = .54, p < .001). The positive indirect effect of 
ethical leadership on individual prosocial motivation via team initiative climate was 
significant, with an indirect effect of .15 (95% CI: .02, .29). Therefore, Hypothesis 3 
was supported. 
Team ethical leadership was found to be positively linked to individual 
prosocial motivation (β = .21, p < .05) and individual prosocial motivation was 
positively related to individual prosocial voice (β = .51, p < .05). The indirect effect of 
team ethical leadership on individual prosocial voice via individual prosocial 
motivation was significant, with an indirect effect of .11 (95% CI: .0002, .26). Thus, 
Hypothesis 4 was supported. 
Finally, team initiative climate was found to be positively linked to individual 
prosocial motivation (β = .54, p < .001). Bootstrapping results showed significant 
positive indirect effect of team initiative climate on individual prosocial voice via 
individual prosocial motivation, with an indirect effect of .23 (95% CI: .02, .60). Thus, 



































































Unstandardized Path Coefficients for the Hypothesized Model 
*p < .05 






Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations 
 
Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Team Level         
1. Team Size 3.75 .70       
2. Team Ethical 
Leadership 
3.68 .51 .14* .92     
3. Team Initiative 
Climate 
3.72 .46 .14* .79** .90    
4. Team Prosocial 
Voice 
3.76 .48 .34** .72** .74** .79   
Individual Level         
1. Gender .46 .50       
2. Age 32.89 9.60 .09      
3. Education .41 .50 -.02 -.32**     
4. Tenure 3.03 2.87 .11 .36** -.16*    
5. Prosocial 
motivation 
3.53 .53 .12 .01 .00 .07 .78  
6. Prosocial Voice 3.57 .58 .05 .00 .02 .09 .86** .70 
Note: n = 214 for individual level variables. n = 29 for team level variables. Internal 









































Model 1 Four-factor 
model: 
Combined 
IPM and IPV 
243.3
5 




Model 2 Four-factor 
model: 
Combined 
TPV and IPV 
335.7
4 




Model 3 Four-factor 
model: 
Combined 
TIC and IPM 
374.9
5 














































Note: IPM, Individual Prosocial Motivation; IPV, Individual Prosocial Voice; TPV, 











     TABLE 7 
 







H1: Team Ethical Leadership → Team Initiative Climate 
→ Team Prosocial Voice 
.39 (95% 
CI: .18, .82) 
H2: Team Ethical Leadership → Team Initiative Climate 
→ Individual Prosocial Voice 
.24 (95% 
CI: .03, .45) 
H3: Team Ethical Leadership → Team Initiative Climate 
→ Individual Prosocial Motivation 
.15 (95% 
CI: .02, .29) 
H4: Team Ethical Leadership → Individual Prosocial 
Motivation → Individual Prosocial Voice 
.11 (95% 
CI: .0002, .26) 
H5: Team Initiative Climate → Individual Prosocial 
Motivation → Individual Prosocial Voice 
.23 (95% 



























The current study firstly identifies the importance of ethical leadership in the 
unique context of hybrid organizations based on the qualitative interviews. Importantly, 
it fills in the void of the literature of ethical leadership, while simultaneously extending 
the previous work on the management style in hybrid organizations (e.g., Battilana et 
al., 2012). From the quantitative multi-wave, multi-source and multi-level survey study, 
this study confirmed that team ethical leadership is conducive to the formation of both 
team initiative climate and individual prosocial motivation. In addition, it was found 
that these two multilevel motivational mechanisms help to transmit the influence of 
team ethical leadership to team and individual prosocial voice respectively.  
Theoretical implications 
The present research proffers new evidence on the importance of ethical 
leadership in social enterprises. As such, it extends prior work that has typically 
focused on ethical leadership in commercial context (please see Table 1 for a 
comprehensive review). Although these previous studies have provided important 
insights regarding the benefits of this leadership style in commercial sectors, the 
current study is the first to reveal the determining role of ethical supervision in 
managing teams in social enterprises (please see Table 3a for the illustrative examples 
of ethical leadership in hybrid institutions). Scholars studying the social-business 
tensions of social enterprises have contended that the conflicting values and dual 
tensions (e.g., Besharov & Smith, 2014) existed in such context often post a threat to 
the morality for team leaders and it is inevitable for them to confront with ethical 
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dilemma everyday (e.g., Margolis & Walsh, 2003). Thus, moral supervision plays an 
apparently pivotal role in dealing with this complexity in hybrid organizations. By 
investigating the role of team ethical leadership style in this specific context, this study 
therefore adds to extant research on ethical leadership by uncovering crucial, 
heretofore unexplored team and individual conduits of such leadership style in such a 
unique context. 
Drawing from social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) as an overarching 
framework, this research concurrently explains how team ethical leadership promotes 
both team and individual prosocial voice. In the past, the study with regard to the 
influence of ethical leadership on team and individual voice has separately grown. For 
example, on one hand, some researchers have linked ethical leadership to individual 
prosocial voice behavior based on social learning theory (e.g., Avey, Wernsing, & 
Palanski, 2012; Neubert, Wu, & Roberts, 2013). On the other hand, applying the same 
theoretical lens, other scholars have found supporting evidence to link team ethical 
leadership to team prosocial voice behavior (e.g., Huang & Paterson, 2014). This 
research simultaneously addresses the role of team ethical leadership in encouraging 
both team members and individuals to speak up towards the authority (i.e. prosocial 
voice behavior). More specifically, I disclose the two unidentified team-level (i.e., 
team initiative climate) and individual-level motivational mechanisms (i.e., individual 
prosocial motivation) of ethical leadership research. In this sense, not only do I expand 
the nomological net of ethical leadership research, but I also extend prior theory by 
demonstrating that team ethical leaders can indeed promote different levels of 
prosocial voice through different levels of motivational mechanisms. Meanwhile, this 
work theoretically contributes to the model of proactive motivation (Parker, Bindl, & 
Strauss, 2010). Apart from the commonly identified “reason to” motivation (i.e., 
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initiative climate, please see Raub & Liao, 2012), I specified another proximal “reason 
to” motivation at individual level. This approach further augments the understanding 
of the “reason to” motivation framework inherent in the model of proactive motivation 
(Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010). The findings of the study showed that although unit 
members and individuals may have different desire to be proactive, their motives are 
somehow connected nuancedly. 
As I anticipated, team leadership is linked to team prosocial voice and the 
mediating effect of team initiative climate is significant. I was not, however, able to 
show that team ethical leadership influences individual prosocial voice, despite the 
cross-level mediation exists. This finding actually resonates with the postulation of 
prior research. As Huang and Paterson (2014) mentioned, team ethical leadership style 
is more likely to “activate people’s agency in interacting with others in the group to 
regulate the collective behavior of the group in a way aligned with the conduct of 
ethical leaders as well as the norm of the work environment affected by such leaders” 
(p. 23). As such, it is possible that team ethical leadership may influence team 
collective voice behavior to a larger extent since team members may interact with 
group members regarding the ethical norms laid down by the group leader and thus, 
more willing to exhibit prosocial voice in a collective fashion. I have performed an ad-
hoc analysis to testify the model fitness after removing the cross-level path from 
ethical leadership to individual prosocial voice. The AIC value of the model without 
such individual path is smaller (i.e., 378), implying that the model fit is better without 
specifying the cross-level direct relationship. The result of this additional analysis 
further confirms that team ethical leadership is a relatively distant predictor of 
individual risk-taking and challenge-based outcome. Indeed, the result indicates that 
team ethical leadership can influence team collective prosocial behavior, such as 
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prosocial voice behavior, in a much greater degree. 
Limitation and Future Research 
The present study, with strengths in methodological design and contextual 
contribution, is also subject to a number of limitations that point toward avenues for 
future research. While I have conducted qualitative interviews as a field illustration of 
the interested phenomenon, a compelling multi-level, multi-source, and multi-level 
quantitative study was conducted subsequently to resonate to the qualitative results. 
The design of the quantitative study eliminates some risks of making causal inferences 
by collect different variables in three different waves of time (e.g., De Vries, Walter, 
Van Der Vegt, & Essens, 2014). On a related note, future research is needed to examine 
the role of time in relation to the influence of ethical leadership.  Different ethical 
leadership scholars have already advocated for using longitudinal methods to capture 
how the influence of ethical leadership varies over time (e.g., Den Hartog, 2015). This 
is particularly meaningful in hybrid organizations, given the fast-changing plurality of 
the organizational values and identities (Battilana & Dorado, 2010; Tracey & Phillips, 
2015).  
Although I collected data from three different sources, team members rate the 
independent variable (i.e., team ethical leadership) and the mediator (i.e., team 
initiative climate) at the same wave of time. Therefore, it may raise concerns about 
common source bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). However, they 
recommended that separating the data collection points for predictors and criterion 
measures could greatly reduce the threat of common method bias in the result (e.g., 
Avey, Wernsing, & Palanski, 2012; Podsakoff et al., 2003). Nevertheless, future 
research might benefit from corroborating the present results using alternative 
measures (e.g., separate the data collections of independent variables, mediators and 
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dependent variables).  
A third limitation is that although the present study has tested two mediating 
mechanisms, I did not explore the boundary conditions that might affect these within-
level and multi-level relationships. Future research could specify context-specific 
boundary conditions that might affect these relationships, specifically in the social 
enterprises. For example, as some interviewees pointed to the insufficiency of 
resources in fulfilling the social missions in social enterprises. Studying team’s 
perceived resource conflict (Bishop & Dow Scott, 2000) might be a meaningful 
direction for future research regarding the necessity of considering the importance of 
resources in affecting ethical leader’s effectiveness in social enterprises. More 
particularly, when team members perceive that they have insufficient resources, the 
resource conflict (Bishop & Dow Scott, 2000) within the team might be amplified. 
This could potentially influence the decision making process of the team in prioritizing 
social missions over financial missions. It is possible that when the team’s perceived 
resource conflict is high, it may weaken the effect of team ethical leadership in 
fostering an initiative climate and inducing individuals’ prosocial motivation.  
Finally, the last limitation is that I only focused solely on groups and 
individuals in hybrid organizations operating in Hong Kong. Prior research has 
suggested that culture value of Hong Kong is blended and encompasses different 
Chinese culture attributes (i.e., See Lockett, 1988), as well as other western concepts 
(Ng, Nowak, & Whiteley, 2008). However, it should be expected that national culture 
may affect how ethical leadership works in social enterprises. For example, in nations 
with a higher power distance, employees tend to make default assumption to comply 
with leader’s order and the team norm to strike for the greater good for the entity. 
Future research could replicate the findings of this research in different nations to see 
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how culture affects the effectiveness of ethical leadership in hybrid organizations. 
Practical Implications 
This study strikes a number of implications for social entrepreneurs and team 
managers in hybrid organizations. As prior research posited, “social enterprises 
juxtapose social and ethical demands against economic concerns”, promoting ethical 
supervisions among team managers in social enterprises could be potentially the most 
fundamental means to achieve both ethical and economic mission (Smith, Gonin, & 
Besharov, 2013:429). Herman Chan, the executive director of Elpathy, noted in the 
interview, “…being an ethical team manager in social enterprise not only leads the 
team towards the social ends of our missions, but also helps to reiterate our 
commitments to achieve the social missions…It would benefit our enterprises in long 
run as the society and stakeholders would have more faith in our management style…”.  
Indeed, fostering ethical team leaders is apparently a double-edged sword in helping 
the social enterprises to survive; despite of the existence of dual tensions (e.g., See 
Doherty, Haugh, & Lyon, 2014 for a review of the dual tensions existed in this context). 
Second, this study adds beyond the previous studies (e.g., Yang & Liu, 2014; 
Zhu et al., 2015) and points to the instrumentality of ethical leadership in providing 
both work group and individuals with the culture and confidence necessary to voice 
up. One novel team and individual level mechanisms have been identified respectively 
to channel the influence of ethical leadership. Team ethical leader could develop an 
initiative team culture in which promote the work group to speak up and could heighten 
individual prosocial motivation in which encourage individual employee to provide 
change-oriented suggestions in workplace. Additionally, this study is consistent with 
previous research and provides some interesting managerial implications for 
practitioners (e.g., Huang & Paterson, 2014; Morrison, Wheeler-Smith, & Kamdar, 
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2011). Same as the prior research, the result indicates that team ethical leadership could 
influence team voice behavior to a larger extent than to individual voice behavior. It 
reflects that developing ethical teams’ leaders may be more influential in promoting 
team’s collective engagement in acting discretionary behaviors.  
Finally, this study aligns with past research, in which ethical leadership acts as 
an impetus for change in organizations (Anand, Ashforth, & Joshi, 2004). Since there 
is convincing evidence regarding the supporting role of ethical supervision in 
cultivating prosocial and change-oriented voice behavior among team members and 
individual employees herein, this study further strengthens the notion of “leadership 
development models with an ethical component may be important sources of change 




















*All scales were rated on five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly 
agree) 
 
Team Ethical leadership  
My team manager. . . 
1. Listens to what department employees have to say. 
2. Disciplines employees who violate ethical standards. 
3. Conducts his/her personal life in an ethical manner. 
4. Has the best interests of employees in mind. 
5. Makes fair and balanced decisions. 
6. Can be trusted. 
7. Discusses business ethics or values with employees. 
8. Sets an example of how to do things the right way in terms of ethics. 
9. Defines success not just by results but also the way they are obtained. 
10. Asks “what is the right thing to do?” when making decisions. 
 
Team Initiative Climate 
1. People in our [team] actively attack problems 
2. Whenever something goes wrong, people in our [team] search for a solution 
immediately 
3. Whenever there is a chance to get actively involved, people in our [team] take it 
4. People in our [team] take initiative immediately-more often than in other [teams] 
5. People in our [teams] use opportunities quickly in order to attain goals 
6. People in our [teams] usually do more than they are asked to do 
7. People in our [teams] are particularly good at realizing ideas 
 
Individual Prosocial Motivation 
1. I get energized by working on tasks that have the potential to benefit others 
2. It is important to me to have the opportunity to use my abilities to benefit others 
3. I prefer to work on tasks that allow me to have a positive impact on others 
4. I do my best when I’m working on a task that contributes to the well-being of 
others 
5. I like to work on tasks that have the potential to benefit others 
 
Team Prosocial Voice 
This team... 
1. Develops and makes recommendations concerning issues that affect this work 
group. 
2. Speaks up and encourages others in this group to get involved in issues that affect 
the group. 
3. Communicates his/her opinions about work issues to others in this group even if 
his/her opinion is different and others in the group disagree with him/her. 
4. Keeps well informed about issues where his/her opinion might be useful to this 
work group. 
5. Gets involved in issues that affect the quality of work life here in this group. 




Individual Prosocial voice 
This employee… 
1. Challenges me to deal with problems around here. 
2. Gives me suggestions about how to make this restaurant better, even if others 
disagree. 
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